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This paper investigates the historicity of Hezekiah and Tosiah’s reforms of the bdmdr. A descrip-
tion of a bamakh is derived from the biblical text. Structures matching the description are then
sought in Iron Age I cities of Judah and Samaria. Cult sites matching the description are found, but
these sites were not destroyed as a result of the edicts of these reforming kings. Rather, they were
destroyed during the onslaughts of Pharaoh Sheshonq [ and of the Assyrian kings Tiglath-pileser [II,
Shamaneser V, and Sennacherib. The historicity of the reforms is not supported by archaeological
data. The paper concludes with a brief discussion of the principle of continuity of sacred space, the
Sitz im Leben of Deuteronomy 12, and the date of the Deuteronomist.

THE BrBLICAL TEXT castigates the people of Israel
and Judah repeatedly for going to baméi to sacrifice and
burn incense rather than to the great temple in Jernsalem
(1 Kings 3:2, 3; 22:44; 2 Kings 12:4; 14:4; 15:4, 35).
Hezekiah and Josiah receive praise, however, for re-
moving therm: “And [Hezekiah] did what was right in
the eyes of YHWH in all that David his father did. He
removed the bamét, he broke the massébat, and he cut
down the “aférér” (2 Kings 18:3,4). The bamst are de-
scribed as a source of contention in pre-Exilic Fudah.
After the death of Hezekiah, Manasseh, his son, report-
edly rebuilt them (2 Kings 21:3), and King Josiah, Ma-
nasseh's grandson, tore them down again (2 Kings 23.8).
These notices suggest that a destruction, a rebuilding,
and a second destruction of the baméi, should be visible
in the archaeology of Judah during the eighth through
seventh centuries B.C.E.—roughly Iron Age IL. Josiah is
also credited with removing the barrey bamét (“the build-
ings of the bamér')y in Samaria (2 Kings 23:19). A de-
struction of bamdt (buildings ought then to be visible in
archaeological strata from Samaria dating to the second
half of the seventh century.!

This paper is based on a calk given ac¢ the April 1998 meet-
ing of the American Oriental Society. It has profited im-
mensely from the comments of the audience there, as well as
from those of G. Beckman, L. H. Cole, I Fleming, V. {(A.)
Hurawitz, B. A. Levine, P Machinist, I. Sassan, D. Ussishkin,
and three anonymous reviewers, and from the biblicgraphic
help of Y. Nadelman. All errors remain my own.

! References to the extensive literature on the reforms of
Hezekiah and Josiah can be found in N. Na*aman, "The De-
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THE TERM BAMAH ACCORDING TO
ITS SEMITEC DERIVATION

To seck archaeological evidence for the destruction of
bamér, it is necessary first to know what a bamah 15 and
second where one might be found, Assurance is needed
that its remains would leave a trace in the archaeological
record. To begin with, the Hebrew word bdmah has cog-
nates in both Ugaritic and Akkadian.? The Ugaritic term
bmt occurs only seven times.? Vaughan (citing Held) has
shown that it refers to the side, flank, or rib cage of a
person or animal.* It is the area to which a belt is
fastened, and from which cuts of beef are taken. It is
also the part of the animal that is ridden, i.e., the part of

bated Historicity of Hezekiah's Reform in the Light of Histori-
cal and Archaeological Research,” ZAW 107 (1995): 179-95.
For a recent history of Israclite cult sites and their implications
far the history of religion in Israel, see B. A. Nakhai, Archae-
ology and the Religions of Canaan and Israel {Boston: Ameri-
can Schools of Oriental Research, 2001). For reasons that
should become clear below, [ do not agree with many of her
conclusions.

2 See discussion in P. H. Vaughan, The Meaning of "Bamah’
in the Old Testament: A Study of the Etymological, Textual and
Archaeological Evidence (London: Cambridge Univ. Press,
1974).

3 Ihid., 4.

4 Ibid., 4-6; cf. M. Held, “Studies in Comparative Semitic
Lexicography,” in Studies in Honor of Benno Landsberger, ed.
H. G. Giterbock and T. Jacabsen (Chicago: The QOrental Insti-
tute, 1965}, 406,
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the body around which the legs of the rider hang. It is
translated most conveniently into English by the term
“back,” but it should be thought of as the side or flank of
an animal.

Akkadian knows two forms of the wotd: bamtu and
bamétu. bantu B has the same meaning as in Ugaritic.
This can be seen most clearly by its designation in the
Sumerian lexical lists. The Sumerian word UZU.TI.TI
is defined by the Akkadian word bamiu, but also by selu,
“rib, side (part of the buman and animal body).s In
agreement with Vaughan, the word most likely means in
Akkadian what it means in Ugaritic, and should be
translated “fAank.’”

According to the CAD, hamdtu means “open country,
plain,” but occurs only in the plural.” Vaughan points out
that it participates in a three-fold division of the land:
city, arable field inside or outside the city, and hamdiu,
suggesting that the bamdru are the outskirts, the edge of
habitable civilization, open country.® It appears as the
location of battles, so it is likely a non-inhabited area. In
agreement with Vaughan, it cannot mean “level ground,
or plain,’ as suggested by the CAD, for in many cases
the word is in opposition to “plain” (EDIN).? Further, the
phrase bamdte fa Sadi, “the bamdru of the mountains,”
appears very often as the scene of pitched battles. Thus,
it cannot mean “peaks of the mountains,” as battles are
not easily fought on mountain peaks. Since the term is
contrasted with EDIN “level plain,” it must mean the
“slopes” or “sides” of the mountains, the foothills. If it
refers to the open country on the slopes of the hills, it
would fit all the topological occurrences. Furthermore,
the idea of mountain slopes is most congruent with the
idea of the slopes of an animal’s flank.

The Akkadian expression, bamdru Sa fadi has a cor-
responding expression in the Hebrew Bible, baméié
“ares. Like the Akkadian, this is always plural. There
are many examples: “He causes him to ride upon the
flanks of the earth (bamété “ares)” (Dent. 32:13); “Then
you shall take your delight upon YHWH, and I will
cause you to tide the flanks of the earth™ (Isaiah 58:14);
“[YHWH] who treads upon the flanks of the earth”

3 CAD B, T8 bamtu A, meaning “half, half shares,” ap-
pears to be unrelated (CAD B, 77).

§ CAD B, 78; Vaughan, ‘Bamak’, 7. According to CAD B
78-79, “the Sumerian correspondences as well as the Akka-
dian references show that the word denotes the rib cage, the
chest {as front of the human body), the thorax of an animal.”

7 cAD B, 76-77.

8 Yaughan, *Bamal’, 7-9.

% CAD B, 76.

(Amos 4:13; Micah 1:3; Job 9:8). The bamdré “ares are
the “flanks,” since the flank is that part of the body,
according to Semitic thought, which is ridden. This sec-
ular use of the term is always introduced by the prepo-
sition “al, “on," which may be what gave rise to the
Greek translation of bdmér as td tynAdv (the “high” or
“lofty” place).'?

None of the Ugaritic or Akkadian references occurs in
a cultic context. If this is the Semitic derivation, how or
why was the term transferred to the cultic sphere? The
answer may be simple: the bdmdré “Gres are the places
of the earth where YHWH treads. The bamah may be a
place where YHWH can be found and where he may be
worshipped. The term may say nothing about its struc-
ture or location. It may speak to its function only. The
Semitic derivation of the word does not help to deter-
mine the type of cultic installation that Hezekiah and
Josiah reportedly removed.!!

THE TERM BAMAH ACCORDING TO THE SEPTUAGINT

Althongh the LXX sometimes simply transliterates
the term as Pape, or Bopwd, it most often uses the phrase
td GymAidv (the high or lofty place) to express the He-
brew word. Occasionally, however, the LXX uses the
Greek word Bopdg, which indicates a raised platform or
pedestal. Used in Homer to indicate a platform for char-
iots, it came to refer to the pedestal or base for the statue
of the god, and then to a raised place fot sacrifice, an
altar.'? In the LXX, Bopdg is sometimes nsed to translate
mizbéah, “altar,” so that the same word renders both
bamdh and mizbéah.

Present understanding reflects this Septuagintal usage.
A bamdh has been viewed on the one hand as a natural
high place or peak, Oyidv, and on the other as a con-
structed platform for an altar, or the altar itself, popdeg.?

10 g Daniel, Recherches sur le vacabulaire du culte dans la
septante (Paris: Klincksieck, 1966), 33,

'L This idea is adumbrated with differences in L.-H. Vin-
cent, “La notion bibligue du hautlieu,” Revue Riblique 35
(1948): 438-435.

2 H. G. Liddell and R. Scout, Greek-English Lexicon, 9th
edn. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996}, 334. D. Ussishkin (per-
sonal communication) suggests that this meaning of the word
may have been adapted by the Greeks from the North Semitic
world.

13 For a clear introduction to the topic and further refer-
ences, see W. B. Barrick, “High /Place,” ABD III (1992}, 196—
200; “On the Meaning of N2 /7-N* 2 and RIM3AR-" N2 and the
Compaosition of the Kings History,” JBL 115 (1996): 621-42,
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Wellhausen applies the term bamér to the isolated altars
built by Saul and the Patriarchs, even thongh the term is
never used of these altars in the text.!* Haran defines
bamah as an open-air altar or platform, although he rec-
ognizes other open-air altars that he does not call
bamér.'® Vaughan similarly defines hdmdh as “a con-
structed stone platform used for cultic rites."'d This is
also the view of Wright.'? All these writers classify the
bamah with Wellhausen and the LXX as an apen-air
altar out in the countryside on a mountain peak. Is this
view correct? Is the LXX’s understanding the same as
that of the biblical writers?

THE BAMAH ACCORDING TO THE BIBLICAL CORPUS

The term bamdah/bamdt appears in a cultic context 97
times in the Hebrew Bible. It is evident from. these pas-
sages that bamdt are not naturally occurring sites, but
man-made. They are “built” (cf. 1 Kings 11:7; 14:23;
2 Kings 17:9; 21:3; 23:13; Jer. 7:31; 19:5; 32:35, 2 Chron.
33:3, 19) and they are “made” {2 Kings 23:15, 19; Ezek.
16:6; 2 Chron. 21:11; 28:25). They can be “tom down"
(2 Kings 23:8, 15; 2 Chron. 31:1), “burned™ (2 Kings
23:15), and “removed” (I Kings 15:14; 22:44; 2 Kings
12:4; 14:4, etc.).!® Moreover, they have buildings asso-
ciated with them, for there are several references to
battéy habbamét (1 Kings 12:31; 13:32; 2 Kings 17:29,
32; 2 Kings 23:19)." One goes into them ta worship,

M. Gleis, Die Bamagh {Berlin: de Gruyter, 1997, 1-24; and
B. A. Nakhati, “What's a Bamah? How Sacred Space Func-
tions in Ancient Israel” BAR 20 (1994): 18-29. Barrick and
Nakhati find the origin of present understanding in Jerome's
fourth-century Latin Vulgate in which Admah is translated as
excelsus, “high place.” The Latin is doubtless based on the
Greek, however.

14 1. Wellhausen, FProlegomena to the History of Ancient
Israel (New York: Meridian Books, 1957), 17-19.

15 M. Haran, Temples and Temple-Service in Ancient Israel
{Winona Lake, Ind.. Eisenbrauns, 1985}, 18-25. See also
“Bamdr and Sancwuaries: From Arad to Dan,” Beth Mikra 24
(1978): 94-105 (Hebrew).

16 Vaughan, ‘Bamah', 25.

17.G. R. H. Wright, “Pre-Israelite Temples in the Land of
Canaan,” PEQ 103 (1971} 17-32,

18 Haran, Temples, 23, argues that the verb Aésir cannot be
used with a building, but can be used with Admér, which he
defines as “simple, solid, and exposed constructions.” The dif-
ference escapes me; buildings can be remaved, stone by stane.

19 For an explication of the term, see Barrick, “On the
Meaning of nin2/ 3-nr2”

e.g., “there was a sacrifice for the people in the hamah”
(1 Sam. 9:12).2°

1 Samuel 9 provides the only description of a bamah
in the Biblical text. According to this description, a
bamah includes a lifkah which, at least at the time of
Ezekiel, indicated rooms inside a roofed temple build-
ing. At this time, these rooms served as places where
priests’ vestments were kept, and where priests would
eat the sacrificial oftering (Ezek. 42:13). This is the im-
age in 1 Samuel 9 as well. Here too the liskah is used as
the room in which to ecat the sacrifice. Since it is big
enough to seat the thirty invited guests (1 Sam. 9:22),
the lifkah must be a hall in a public huilding. The bdmah
in the area of Zuph was not an isolated open-air plat-
form, dynidv or Bopdc. It was a sanctuary complex
cootaining a public building with a large hall and a
sacrificial altar. Indeed, the Greek translator was con-
strained to simply transliterate the term as Pape, since
no Greek word would apply.®!

If one were to search the archacology of Israel for
these public building complexes, where should one look?
Rather than being out in the country on isolated moun-
tain peaks, or “high places” as suggested by the Sep-
tuagint’s t& Gyridv, the terms bamdt and batréy baméi
are associated with cities. 1 Kings 13:32 speaks of “all
the bartéy bamat ("bamdr buildings”) which are in the cit-
jes of Samaria” 2 Kings 17:9 states that “they buile
bamé: for themselves in all their cities.” 2 Kings 17:29
(cf. 2 Kings 23:19) states that “every nation which had
been brought up to Samaria built the batéy bamét
(‘buildings of their bamédr) each in their cities where
they lived.” This is not only in Samaria. 2 Kings 23:5
mentions “the bdmdt in the cities of Judah.” The Chron-
icler also assumes that the bamdr were associated with
cities, for he states “in each and every city of Judah they
made bamat” (2 Chron. 28:25). In addition o these gen-
eral statements, the text mentions several specific bamét.
The great biamah where Solomon worshipped was associ-
ated with the town of Gibeon (1 Kings 3:5; 2 Chron. 1:3).

™ The LXX has i¢ popa (into Rama), perhaps treating it
ag an area of the city. Haran, Templas, 24, states that “it is
difficult to explain why the offering of animal- and grain-
offerings is said to have taken place ‘in the ddmdr' and not ‘on
the bamdt, as in all these cases the text has the prefixed b in-
stead of the preposition “a! {as would be demanded). The rea-
san seems to be connected with eertain architectural details of
the baman the knowledge of which has beet lost.” What was
lost is the realization that these are not altars but sanctuary
complexes, as will be shown below.

2L Pointed out by S. Daniel, Recherches, 33.



440 Journal of the American Oriental Society 122.3 (2002)

The bamah created by Jeroboam at Bethel was associ-
ated with the city {1 Kings 12:29). The Bible does refer
to isolated open-air altars out in the countryside, but
these- are not called hdmdr. When the Biblical text
speaks of either bamér or baréy bamér it has cities in
mind.

The Biblical text suggests, moreover, that bamét were
located inside the city walls, not outside of them. Nu-
merous verses describe the bamédr as ba“ir. The phrase
ba“lr occurs 195 times in the Hebrew Bible, but only
when it refers to bamdh do translators render it as “at
the city” rather than “in the city.” Yet, when the text
wants to indicate a hamah ar a city, but outside its walls,
it has a way of doing so. I Kings 11:7 (2 Kings 23:13)
states that Solomon built bamdr “al penédy yerusalayim,
“facing Jerusalem.”*?

As stated above, the only bdmdah described in the Bib-
lical corpus is the one associated with the town of Zuph
used by Samuel (1 Samuel 9). Did the Deuteronormist
imagine that bamah to be inside or outside the city
walls? Difficulties arise because the text appears corrupt
at crucial points. Verse 14 of the MT states “in the midst
of the city,” yet many translators and commentators ren-
der it “in the midst of the gate” with no textual reason
for daing 50.?® Further, the MT reads in verse 18 “and
Saul met Samuel in the midst of the gate.” This com-
mentators do not alter, though both the LXX and
4QSam? have “in the midst of the city."® This should be
considered the preferred reading. The passage should be
translated: “And they [Saul and his servant] went up to
the city. Upon coming into the midst of the city they saw
Samuel coming out towards them to ga up to the
bamdh. . . . And Saul met Samuel in the midst of the
city, and he said, ‘Tell me, please, where is the house of
the Seer?” In verse 6, prior to this passage, Saul is told
that the Seer lives in the city, so here, having entered

£ Haran, Temples, 24-25, admits that the great high-place
where Solomon worshipped was “in Gibeon,” and that accord-
ing to the Deuteronomist editors, the bamdt were “in the cities
of Samaria.”

E: E.g.. P. K. McCarter, I Samue! (Garden City, N.Y.: Dou-
bleday, 1980), 165; H. W. Hertzberg, I & ff Samuel: A Com-
mentary (Philade]phia: Westminster Press, 1964), 76,

M McCarter, I Samuel, 169. R. W, Klein, [ Samuel (Waco,
Tex.: Word Books, 1983), 81, retains “city” in both verses
with the versions, as does P. R. Ackroyd, The First Book of
Samuel, The Cambridge Bible Commentary (Cambridge:
Cambridge Univ. Press, 1971), 77. Ackroyd admits it is un-
clear whether the bamdh is ingide or outside the city, and
acknowledges that either vs. 14 or vs. L8 must be emended.

into the midst of the city, Saul asks for the location of
his house. Samuel has come out of his house to go up to
the bamah when he meets Saul. He is not coming out of
the gate at all. The bamdh is inside the city, not outside
of it. Neither ya“aleh habbamatah, “he went up to the
bamah,” nor wayéridu méhabbamah ha‘fr “and they
came down from the bamah towards the city,” necessar-
ily implies a location outside the city walls. It can
equally refer to a sacred precinct separate from the city
proper but within its walls.

Emerton has recently contested the view that the
bamdh is an urban phenomenon. He cites | Kings 14:23,
2 Kings 16:4, and 2 Kings 17:10 to argue that the bamah
is a rural shrine, an open-air platform located “on every
high hill and under every green tree.”® These three texts
by the Deunteronomist (plus one in Jeremiah [17:2], one
in Ezekiel [20:28], and one in Chronicles [2 Chron.
28:4]) are the only six verses in the Biblical corpus
which combine the word bamah with the phrase “on
every high hill and under every green tree.”

Emerton relies especially on 2 Kings 17:9-11: “The
peaple of Israel secretly did things which were not right
against YHWH their god. They built for themselves
bhamét in all their cities, from watch-tower to fortified
city. They set up for themselves magsébdt and “aférim
on every high hill and under every green iree. They
burned incense there in all the bamée like the nations
which YHWH exiled from before them, and they did
evil deeds to vex YHWH.” It seetns clear from these
verses that the Deuteronomist understands the bamdt to
be located in cities (vs. 9). It also seems clear thai he un-
derstands the massebsr and the “aférim to be located
“on every high hill and under every green tree™ (vs. 10).
Yet vs. 11 states: “They bumt incense there in all the
bamdt.” It 1s unclear what the word “there” (fam) refers
to. Are the bdmét in the cities (vs. 9) or on the high hills
(vs. 1007 Emerton argues that the massebdt and the
‘aférim are associated with bamdt “on every high hill
and under every green tree” and that the word “there”
must refer to the countryside.

Yet, if the “high hills” are in the city, there is no
contradiction. It is possible to test this hypothesis. The
expression “on the tops of mountains, on the hills, and
under every green tree” accurs in some form or other
fifteen times in the Hebrew Bible. In eight occurrences,
bath “mourntains” and “hills” appear. In these eight there
is no reference to a bamah. The expression occurs six
times with a reference to bamah. In these six, all refer-

25 J. A. Emerton, “The Biblical High Place in the Light of
Recent Study,” PEQ 129 (1997} 116-32.
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ence to “mountains” is dropped; in these cases there is
only reference to “high hills” and “green trees.” (In one
case, Jer. 2:20, there is reference to neither “mountains”
not to a hamah.) The words “mountains” and bamah
never co-occur. The cliché is altered when used in con-
junction with bdmdt. Why might this be? If the biblical
writers understand damét to be in cities, then “moun-
tains” and bamadh cannot co-oceur. Neither “high moun-
tains” nor “the tops of mountains’ occur withio city
walls, bat hills and leafy green trees do.

In light of the foregoing, I conclude that, contrary to
the Greek and Latin translations, the Biblical term bamah
refers to a sanctuary complex. In addition to sacrificial
and incense altars, a badmah includes public buildings
(battim) with rooms for storage or for dining (/iskat). Tt
is located in a city and is a permanent stcucture, The text
refers to the great bdmah at Gibeon (habbamah hag-
gfddlah), indicating a permanent and well-known place
of worship. Bamér may have priests associated with
them. The Biblical text makes numerous references to
bamdt priests {1 Kings 12:32; 13:2, 33; 2 Kings 17:32;
23:9, 20). Because of the presence of buildings and of
priests, Haran concedes that the term bér bamét refers to
temples.? He limits the isolated altar to instances when
the term bamah appears alone. The distinction between
bét bamdt and bamdr which Haran makes is not made by
the Biblical writers. Both bamdr and bér baméat refer to
permanent and public sanctuary complexes,?”” Both are in
cities, both include public buildings, both have priests.

THE BAMAH IN MOABR™

As has long been recognized, the “Moabite Stone” or
“Mesha Inscription” (KAI 181), contains the only extant
extra-biblical reference (o the term bamah.® The stele

% Haran, Temples, 25.

1 See alsa Z. Herzog, “The Meaning of the Term ‘Bamah’ in
the Light of the Archaeological Finds,” Beth Migra 72 (1977):
177-82 (Hebrew).

28 This section has benefited from conversations with B.
Routledge.

2 Por a translation, see W. F Albright, “The Moabite
Stone,” ANET, 320-21, with references, and K. A. 1. Smelik,
“The Literary Structure of King Mesha's Inscription," JSOT 46
(1990): 21-30. For general discussion and hackground of the
text and the archacology, see the articles in Studies in the
Mesha Inscription and Moab, ed. J. A. Dearman (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1989). The following discussion is based in
large part on chapters 3 and 4 of that book: K. P. Jackson and
I A, Dearman, “The Text of the Mesha® Inseription” (93-95),

was found among the ruins of the ancient site of Dibon
{modern Dhiban), a city occupied continnously from the
Early Bronze Age to Iron Age II. Iron Age Dibon had
city walls and a gateway which is dated to the mid-ninth
century.”® The EB city was no doubt also defended, but
these walls have not been found. The eighth-century Isa-
ianic prophet knows of a bamah in the Moabite city of
Dibon:

He. goes up to the temple {#ét), sa Dibon daes, to the bamdt
o weep (snAt

Moab goes up to the bamdh;™ he enters his sanctuary to
pray, but it does not avail him {16:12).

If the Isaianic writer employs bamah in the same way
as the deuteronomic historian does, then to understand
the baméh in Moab is to understand the biblical term.3?
King Mesha writes in line 3:

w§ hbmt. 27t hmi. bgrkh
And I made this bmt for Kemosh in grhh.

There is no doubt that dmt is the Moabite form of the
Hebrew noun bdmah; hath are feminine, both refer to a
man-made structure, both are dedicated to a god. Is it an
open-air altar on a hill or a sanctuary building complex?
Is it inside or outside the city, a temporary or permanent
structure? Whatever it is, it is in grih. The word grih is
attested only in this inscription, but most probably it is
to be identified with Akkadian kirhu* Akkadian kirhu
refers to a walled citadel or fortified area within a city,
or to the walls enclosing a sanctuary area within a city.

and K. P. Jacksan, “The Language of the Mesha® Inseription™
(96—130).

3 A. D. Tushingham, The Excavations at Dibon (Dhibdn) in
Moab: The Third Campaign 1952-331 (Cambridge: American
Schools of Oriental Research, 1972), 21, More recent excava-
tions have yielded similar results {W. H. Morton, “A Summary
of the 1935, 1956 and 1965 Excavadons at Dhiban,” in Dear-
man, Studies in the Mesha fnscription, 239-46.

3 Varjgus translations have been suggested for this verse;
these are discussed in W. B, Barrick, “The Bamaoth of Moab.”
Maarav 7 (1991): 67-89.

32 1 emend Moak “al habbdamah (“Moab on the bamdh™) to
Maab “alah bamah (“Moab ascends to the bamah’y, which
simply involves moving the heh.

n Haran, Temples, 20, 2lso understands them to be the same.

6w Ahlstram, Royal Administration and National Reli-
gion in Ancient Palestine {Leiden: Brill, 1982}, 13-20; Bar-
rick, “*The Bamath of Moab™; M. Gleis, e Bamah, 27-31.

3 CAD K, 404-5.
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This is most likely its meaning in the Mesha Inscription
as well. There we read (21-26):

I built grh/: the walls and park-lands, the walls of the cita-
del. I built {ts gates and I buile its watchtowers. I built the
palace and I made the restraining suppor{t for the sprling
withi[n}] the city. There was no well within the city in grith
and I said to all the people, ‘make for yourselves each one
of you a well for his house.’ And I dug ditches for grith with
Israelite prisoners.

This description of grhf is entirely consistent with the
use of the Akkadian term kirhu. According to the stele,
it is a walled area, or citadel, within the city, with park-
lands, watchtowers, and a palace, as well as a bz within
it. The realization that grih indicates a citadel within the
city caused W. H. Morton to move the excavations to Tel
Dhiban’s center.’® This absolute summit of the mound,
Section L, was quite productive of Iron Age II struc-
tures. The area included broad well-built walls, suggesi-
ing a palace complex 42.9 meters long and 21.1 meters
wide.? Pieces of a small Iron I terra cotta incense stand
were found near a smaller wall adjacent to the so-
called palace wall. Two fertility figurines were found in
adjacent rooms in the same general area in which the
incense stand was found. On the basis of these finds near
the palace arca, Morton suggests that a sanctuary was
located adjacent to the palace on the summit of the
mound.’® If Morton indeed found grhh with its palace,
then the bmt that Mesha built for Kemosh was within it
and within the center of the city. This is the view of
many.!?

THE BAMAH AT TEL DAN

Before examining specific sites in Judah and Samaria
for evidence of the reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah, it
may be worthwhile to consider Tel Dan. It would be
preferable to discuss Bethel {(modern Beitin), since it is
specifically labeled a bamdh (2 Kings 23:15; Hosea 10:8)

36 Morton, “Excavations at Dhiban”

3 Tbid., 245, ¥ 1Ihid, 245-46

3 G. L. Mattingly, “Moabite Religion and the Mesha® In-
scription,” in Studies in the Mesha Inscription and Moab, 227,
states that “it is here assumed that Qarhoh was simply another
name for a part of Dibon, perhaps its royal quarter or acro-
polis” I. A. Dearman, “Historical Reconstruction,” 171, states
that “many interpreters have concluded that Orfth is a quarter
ot suburb of Dibon, or perhaps the royal acropolis. This con-
clusion has much to commend it and is more satisfactory than
[other assumptions].”

while Dan is not. Unfortunately, the bulk of the ancient
city of Bethel lies under the modem one, and the re-
maining area was very pootly excavated.*® The excava-
tions there have yielded no sign of an Iron Age cult
center.*! It is possible, however, that the Deuteronomist
considered Dan a bamah even if it is not explicitly la-
beled as one, for he writes that Jeroboam [ son of Nebat
made two calves, “and he set one up in Bethel and the
ather he put in Dan. This thing became a sin, for the
people went before the one even up to Dan. He made a
bét bamdt and installed priests from the margins of the
people who were not Levites” (1 Kings 12:28-31).4 If
50, the nature of a bamah may be further elucidated by
loaking at the cultic temenos at Tel Dan.¥

Tel Dan is a large {20 hectare) artificial mound lo-
cated at the northern end of the Hulah Valley in northern
Israel, at the foot of Mt Hermon. It is situated at the
headwaters of the Dan, the most profuse of the Jordan
River’s tributaries.** The city was surrounded at all times
by massive Bronze Age ramparts that demarcated the
artificial tell*¥ Excavation of Area T began in 1968,
This area is separated from the rest of the city by a
rough stone wall preserved on the western, southern,
and eastern sides of the precinct. The Bronze Age city
ramparts form its northern border. The entrance ta the
precinct is in the center of the southern wall, where a
gate 2.4 m wide with dressed limestone jambs was
found.*®

40 W (5 Dever, “Archaeological Methods and Results: A
Review of Two Recent Publications,” Or 40 (1971): 459-71.

4l Dever, Or 40 (1971): 463. It is possible that the modern
city of Beitin is not Bethel after all. It seems odd to find abso-
lutely no cultic paraphernalia from the Tron Age if Beitin were
truly Bethel,

4% Far a discussion of these verses and the application of the
term. baméih to Bethel (primarily) and secondacily to Dan, see
W. B. Barrick, JBL 115 (1996): 621—41.

43 As of this writing, site reparts for Iron Age structures at
Tel Dan are still forthcoming. The following discussion neces-
sarily relies an popular summaries only.

o Biran, Dax I: A Chronicle of the Excavations, the Poi-
tery Neolithic, the Early Bronie Age and the Middle Branze
Age Tombs (lerusalem: Nelson Glueck School of Biblical Ar-
chaeology, Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of Reli-
gion, 1996), 1.

45 A. Biran, “Dan,” New Encyclopedia of Archaeological
Excavations in the Holy Land, ed. E. Stern, vol. 1 (Jerusalem:
Society for the Study of the Land of Israel and Her Antiqui-
ties, 19923, 323-32.

4 A Biran, “Notes and News: Tel Dan, 1976, IEJ 26
(1976): 202-6, plate 35.
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Remains of a massive podium, eighteen meters wide,
seven meters deep, and built of large dressed travertine
blocks, were uncovered in the northern part of Area T.
Based on the associated pottery, the excavator dates the
podium to the end of the tenth and beginning of the
ninth centuries and to the period of Jeroboam I. A
homed altar was found on the earthen floor in front of
the poadium.*” One of the homs was completely broken
away, two others were damaged, but a fourth is in its
original state. The altar is almost square, 40 x 40 cm,
and stands 35 cm high to the tip of the horn; its size
suggests it was used for burning incense. To judge from
the depth of the calcined surface it was in use for a long
time. The excavator dates it ¢o the ninth century by the
surrounding material, but it may be later or earlier;
Zwickel dates it to the eighth century.*®

Just south of this podium, under a destruction layer
cansed by a fire in the area, were the remains of three
storerooms. Among the jugs, red-slipped bowls, and
storage jars housed there were two upright pithoi, each
decarated with an encircling snake relief.* South of the
storage buildings stood a 7.5 x 5 m construction of ba-
salt boulders partially covered by twao layers of immense
travertine blocks. This structure was sumrounded by a
cobbled courtyard. On the cobbles lay a decorated in-
cense stand, the head of a male figure, and a bar-handle
bowl full of small animal bones and with a trident in-
cizsed on it.?® Since no sighs of burning, collapsed brick,
ot roofing were found here, the excavator surmises that
the cobbling was part of an open-air courtyard, and the
basalt structure the foundations of a sacrificial altar™

The excavator reasonably believes this walled area to
be a sanctuary precinet.¥ It is likely the very one created
by Jeroboam I for the golden calf—although no golden
calf was ever found. The golden calf may have been
taken either by Arameans or Assyrians as a trophy of
war. According to the excavator, it cannot be determined
whether the massive podium was the foundation for a
temple or an open-air platform.* That a temple stood on
this podium is entirely passible.>* Whatever had been on

4T A, Biran, “An Israelite Horned Altar at Dan,” BA 37
(1974): 106-7.

B W. Zwickel, Der Tempealiult in Kanaan und Jsrael: Studien
zur Kultgeschichte Paliistinas von der Mittelbronzezeit bis
zum Untergong Judas (Tibingen: J. C. B. Mohr/Paul Siebeck,
1994), 255.

49 A. Biran, Biblical Dan (Jerusalem: [srae] Exploration
Saciety, HUC-JIR, 1994), 168,

0 1hid., 173, Tlibid., 173, 21bid, 165.  Ibid., 181

54 A Mazar, “Temples of the Middle and Late Bronze Ages
and the Iron Age,” in The Architecture of Ancient Israel from

top of this podium, if anything, was destroyed in the
conflagration which ended the stratum. The burning was
so great that the stones of the podium turned red.

As at Dibon, Dan’s sacred temenos is entirely within
the city’s ramparts, confirming that b*ddn ought to be
translated as “in” Dan, not as “at” Dan. The layout of the
bamdh in Dan seems similar to the one described in
1 Samuel 9. The cultic precinet in Dan is physically level
with the rest of the city. It is still natural to speak of “going
up” to the bamah and “coming down” from it “to the city,”
even though the cultic precinct within Dian is not elevated.

Whether the podium was the foundation for a temple
or only for a platform, it was not a temporary structure.
It was a permanent installation, bujlt to last, and lasting,
many centuries. Further, the cultic precinct included
buildings for storage if not for dining (barim, lifkdr).
This cultic temenos is consistent with the description of
a bamah derived from the biblical texe.ss

ARCHAEBOLOGICAL EVIRENCE FOR THE REFORMS

In the light of these findings, it is reasonable to look
within the cities of Iron Age I Judah and Samaria for
archaeological remains of bamér.*¢ These cultic installa-
tiens should consist of public building complexes with
rooms for storage and for dining. They should include
altars for burning incense or for the sacrifice of animals,
as well as massebdt and “aférim. Judean sites should
yield evidenee of their purposeful dismantling in eighth-
century strata, their rebuilding, and subsequent dismantling

the Prehistoric to the Persian Periods, ed. A. Kempinski and
R. Reich (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1992), 161-
87, L. Stager and §. Wolff, “Production and Commerce in
Temple Courtyards: An Qlive Press in the Sacred Precinet at
Tel Dan,” BASOR 243 (1981):; 95-102;, Y. Shiloh, “Iron Age
Sanctuaries and Cult Elements in Palestine.” in Symposia Cel-
ebrating the 75th Anniversary of the Founding of the Ameri-
can Schools of Orienral Research, ed. E M. Cross {Cambridge,
Mass.: ASOR, 1979): 147-57.

3 Pace Zwickel, Temple Kult, 254-56, who argues that
since the platform was most likely the foundation of a build-
ing. the reason for labeling it a high place {“Kulthdhe”) is
remaved. This would be true if the foundation were not for a
temple, or if temples were automatically excluded from the
definition of a bamih,

36 1 yse the term “Samaria,” rather than “Israel” first, be-
cause that is the term used in the Biblical text to describe the
area of Josiah's reforms in Israel, and second, because I restrict
the search for cult sites to the area of the Assyrian province of
Samaria and the city of Megiddo. Sites narth of Megidda are
not congidered.
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again in seventh-century levels. Seventh-century strata in
Samaria should reveal a single dismantling of sanctuary
complexes.

For the purposes of the present study, an Iron Age II
installation will be labeled a bamakh if: 1) it includes a
public building, and 2) either an incense or a sacrificial
altar is present. Incense altars will serve to label a public
building complex as a bamdh, even though it is recog-
nized that they ¢an be used for domestic purposes.i?

THE REFORMS OF HEZEKIAH

If this identification of a bamdh is correct, the next
step in verifying the reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah is
to search for remains of bamdt in the cities of Iron Age
II Judah and Samaria. In the eighth century the bound-
ary between Israel and Judah fell on the line between
Jericho, Ai, and Bethel (which all belonged to Israel),
and Mizpah (which belonged to Judah).” The western
border included Azekah, Lachish, and Beth Shemesh.
Gezer belonged to Israel; Ekron was Philistine, except
perhaps for a very brief period. Judah's eastern border
was the Dead Sea, and its southern border was the Arad
and Beer Sheba valleys.

Lachish
The earliest Israclite period at Lachish is represented

by Level V3 This settlement was unwalled, although
the outer ring of houses may have formed its defensive

5T M. D. Fowler, “Excavated Incense Burners: A Case for
Identifying a Site as Sacred?" PEQ 117 (1985): 25-29; M. Ha-
ran, “Incense Altars—Are They?" in Biblical Archaealogy Today,
1990, ed. A. Biran and J. Aviram (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration
Society, 1993), 237-47; K. Nielsen, fncense in Ancient Israel
(Leiden: Brill, 1986); Y. Shiloh, “Ekron Age Sanctuaries.”

B LG Herr, “The Iron Age II Period: Emerging Nations,”
BA 60 (1997): 114-83; R. Kletter, “Pots and Politics: Material
Remains of Late Iron Age Tudah in Relation to its Political
Borders,” BASOR 314 {1999}): 19-54. The borders of Judah in
701 are also discussed in E. Stern, Archaealogy of the Land of
the Bible, vol. 1: The Assyrian, Babylonian, and Persian Peri-
ads (723-332 B.c.E.) (New York: Doubleday, 2001), 134-63.
See too H. G. May, Oxford Bible Atlas (New York: Oxford
Univ. Press, 1984), 89,

39 The discussion of the Stratum V temple at Lachish is
based on Y. Aharoni, fnvestigations at Lachish: The Sanctuary
and the Residency {Lachish V) (Tel Aviv: Gateway Publishers,
1975), 26-32; D. Ussishkin, “Lachish," Anchor Bible Dictia-
nary, IV (1992), 114-26; and “Lachish,” NEAEHL, 905-11.

fortifications. In the middle of the tell, west of the foun-
dations of the Level [ solar shrine, Aharoni identified a
one-room building as a sanctuary. A small, well-dressed
basalt slab, broken at its lower part, was found lying on
what was presumed to be the door-sill. It was identified
ag a small mass@bak. Around the perimeter of the room
was a bench of stone and plaster, about 50 cm in width.
Most of the bench was only slightly above floor level,
but in the western comer, opposite the entrance, the
bench reached a height of 40 cm, forming a platform. A
limestone altar and four clay incense burners were found
on the floor. The altar, which was about 45 cm high, had
four horns, only one of which was preserved.

The sanctuary and its adjacent courtyard were cov-
ered by a thick layer of destruction debris, clearly indi-
cating that Level ¥V had been sacked and burned to the
ground. Aharoni dates this destruction by the pottery to
the last half of the tenth century and attributes it to Phar-
aoh Sheshong 1.5 The sanctuary was not rebuile. The ex-
cavator argues that the adyton of the Level I solar shrine
was built over this locus in order (o retain continuity of
sacred space. It is doubtful that this was purposeful. The
tenth-centrey cult place was buried under four destruc-
tion layers and forgotten by the time the solar shrine was
erected in Level L

Lachish experienced two other massive destructions,
one by Sennacherib and one by Nebuchadnezzar. The
destruction by Sennacherib is unique in the history and
archaeclogy of Israel. Not only do we have the Biblical
testimony to its destruction at the hands of the Assyrian
king, but we also have a vivid literary and pictorial
account from the viewpoint of Sennacherib himself.
Although originally hotly disputed, the dating of the
destruction layers at Lachish has been clarified. The
destruction of Level TI was assigned by Ussishkin to
588-86 and to the Babylonian conquest, and the de-
struetion of Level ITI to 701 and Sennacherib

60 1, Finkelstein, “The Archaeology of the United Monar-
chy: An Alternative View,” Levanr 28 (1996): 177-87, dates
this level to the early ninth century according to his “Low
Chronology™; but see S. Bunimovitz and A. Faust, “Chrono-
logical Separation, Geographical Segregation, or Ethnic De-
marcation? Ethnography and the Irotn Age Low Chronology,”
BASOR 332 (2001): 1-10; and references in n. 112 below. A
diseussion of the low chronology is beyond the scope of this
paper, but dating the sites according to the low chronology
would not affect its conclusions.

81 Iy, Ussishkin, The Conguest of Lachish by Sennacherib
(Tel Aviv: Institute of Archaeology, Tel Aviv Univ., 1982),
26-27.
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On the eve of its destruction by Sennacherib, Lachish
was dominated by the Palace-Fort, a huge edifice of
monumental proportions. Between the Palace-Fort and
the inner city gate were many houses and shops that
were small and densely crowded together. No cult site
or cultic paraphernalia was present among the finds of
either the Palace-Fort area or the private dwellings of
Lewvel III. However, the reliefs in Nineveh of the con-
quest of Lachish depict among other things a procession
of Assyrian soldiers carrying booty away from the burn-
ing city.5? The first soldier carries a scepter, and the
second and third carry large bronze incense burners.
Following soldiers carry a throne, a ceremonial chariot,
and weapons. The size and value of the incense altars, as
well as their position near the head of the procession,
suggest that these incense burners were used in a public
cult center in Lachish, a cult center which was active
until its destruction by Seanacherib. If so, it had not
been destroyed in Hezekiah’s reforms. 5

There is no evidence of any cultic activity in Level II,
a level atiributed to the periods of Josiah and the last
kings of Indah. At that time the city was refortified, but
sparsely populated. The large public buildings which
would have housed the shrine in Level III were not re-
built uatil Level I and Persian occupation.

Arad

Contrary to the sitwation at Lachish, a full temple
sanctuary was found at Arad in the northwestern comer
of the fortress.® The sanctuary was oriented east-west
and consisted of a broadroom, labeled by the excavators
as the hékal, and a room. behind it, labeled the d2bir.5
The entrance to the d*bir was approached by two steps;
at the top of the steps, at the entranceway, were two
limestone incense altars, in which the remains of burnt

62 Ussishkin, “The ‘Lachish Reliefs' and the City of La-
chish,” IEJ 30 (1980): 17495, has shown that the reliefs at
Nineveh portray, in the main, actual features of Lachish and
the siege, and do not simply depict an imaginary event.

) Borowski, *Hezekiah's Reforms and the Revolt against
Assyria,” BA 58 (1995); 150; N. Na'aman, “The Debated His-
toricity of Hezekiah’s Reform in the Light of Historical and
Archaeological Research,” ZAW 107 (1995): 179-95.

%4 Y. Aharoni,.“Arad: Its Inscriptions and Temple,” BA 31
(1968): 1-32.

€5 7, Herzag, M. Aharoni, and A. Rainey, “The Israclite
Fortress at Arad.” BASOR 254 (1984): 1-34; “Arad: An An-
cient Israelite Fortress with a Temple to Yahweh,” BAR 13
(1987); 16-44.

organic matter were found. At the back of the dehir on
a raised platform was a smooth stele, or massebdh.®
Plaster-covered benches on which offerings could be
placed lined the rear wall of the hékal. In front of the
hékal was a square courtyard, paved with smooth wadi
stones. In the center of the northern side of the courtyard
was an altar, buile of bricks and unhewn field stones. Its
top was without horns and overlaid with a fliar slab, gir-
dled with plastered chanpels to drain the blood of the
sacrifices. A stone step or bench was constructed at the
foot of its southern and eastern sides. A small com-
partiment was built adjacent to its western side. A red-
slipped clay incense bumer composed of a bowl and
stand and a large il lamp found inside suggest that this
was a storage compartment for ceremonial articles. At
the foot of the altar two small flat bowls were found,
inscribed with the letters gop kap, which may signify
gBdef lakkéhanim, “consecrated for the priests.”" To
the north (and perhaps also to the south) of the courtyard
were rooms, apparently for storage. This sanctuary com-
plex agrees with the Biblical description of a bamah.

The temple was found intentionally dismantled. The
two incense altars and the massébdh which stood in the
debir were placed on their sides and covered with a layer
of dirt and plaster almost a meter thick. Part of the walls
of the sanctuary was taken down and the entire sanctu-
ary area was buried under three meters of dirt, so that
the sacrificial altar in the courtyard was completely con-
cealed. It was originally thought that the sacrificial altar
had been buried during the life of Stramm VIII, and that
the rest of the temple continued to operate into Stratum
VII when it too was finally put out of use.® This was
consistent with an original reform under Hezekiah and a
second under Josiah. According to this theory, Hezekiah
remaved sacrificial altars but permitted incense altars to
continue in use.%

The stratigraphy of Arad is difficult, but was reas-
sessed recently by Ze'ev Herzog, one of the original
excavators. ™ According to his reassessment, the temple

85 Aharoni had mistakenly assumed that a fallen building
stone was a second magsebah.

87 A Rainey apud 7. Herzog et al., “The [sraelite Fortress at
Arad," BASOR 254 (1984): 15.

68 See references in notes 64—67.

89 This idea has been put forth most recently by O. Be-
rowski, “Hezekiah's Reforms and the Revolt against Assyria,”
BA 58 (1995): 148-55.

70 The following discussion is based an Z. Herzog, Arad,
part 2: The Arad Fortress (Tel Aviv: Hakkibbutz Hammeu-
chad Publishing House, Israel Exploration Society, Israel



446 Journal of the American Oriental Society 122.3 (2002)

was constructed in Stratum X. When the courtyard was
filled in to cover the altar, the floor of the courtyard was
raised two meters above that of the 4°bir. The lack of
steps leading down from the courtyard to the d¢bir
meant that the latter became inaccessible as soon as the
courtyard altar was buried. Thus, the temple complex
(massebah, incense altars, and sacrificial altar) was dis-
mantled and intentionally buried all at once. These temple
installations were found buried under walls assigned to
Stratum VYIIL so they had to have been buried prior to
the construction of those walls. The terple was not re-
built, and there was no second stage of destruction under
Josiah. The temple was in use only in Strata X and IX.

What are the dates of these strata? The pottery of
Swrata X, [X, and VIII is similar to each other and to that
of Level IIT at Lachish, whose destruction is atteibuted
to Sennacherib,”!

There are still difficulties. Stratum XI was destroyed
in a conflagration. The excavators originally attributed
this destruction layer to Pharach Sheshongq T (925), but
Herzog now admits the possibility that it was Stratum
XII that was destroyed by that pharaoh.™ This would

Antiquities Auchority, 1997), 113-292 (Hebrew):; on his forth-
coming manuscript, “The Date of the Temple at Arad: Reas-
sessment of the Stratigraphy and the Implications for the
History of Religion in Judah,” and on recent discussions with
Herzog at the site itself. I thank him for his time and for the
manuseript.

MM, Aharoni, “On the Israelite Fortress at Arad,” BASOR
258 (1985): 73; A. Mazar and E. Netzer, “Chronolagy of the
Pottery Assemblages from Arad,” BASOR 263 (1986): §9-91.
Based on the similarity of the pottery to that of Level IIT at
Lachish, these writers date all three strata to the eighth cen-
tury. This may be correct, but one should remember that Level
IIE at¢ Lachish covers 150 years.

72 Personal communication. k. Finkelstein, Near Eastern Ar-
chaeology 62 (1999): 35-52, esp. 39; Levant 28 (1996): 177-
87, Levant 30 (1998): 167-74, dates Stratumn XII to the tenth
century and Stratum X[ to the ninth. This is based on O. Zim-
honi's assessment—"[ron Age Pottery of Tel “Eton and its Re-
lation to the Lachish, Tel Beit Mirsim and Arad Assemblages,”
Tel Aviv 12 (1983): §3-90, esp. 86-87— that the potery of
Stratum XI is very similar to that of Lachish [V. Zimhoni dates
Stratum. XI at Arad to the ninth century and Stratum XII to the
tenth. She suggests that Stratum XII was the town destroyed
by Sheshonq. That stratum was unfortified. N. Na'aman, “Arad
in the Topographical List of Shishak," Tel Aviv 12 (1985): 91—
92, suggests that the term figr in Sheshong’s topographical list
is not a determinative for “fort” but simply part of the name. It
does not require that the installation Sheshonq destroyed was
enclosed. Nonetheless, Stratum XII shows no sign of a de-

lower the date of Stratum XI to the ninth century. The
temple was built afterwards during Stratum X.™ Stratum,
X did not experience a destruction layer. Steatum X can
be distinguished from Stratum X only by chaoges in the
floor level. The temple continued in use in this stratum.

According to Herzog, the temple complex was buried
¢ither before the destruction of Stratum IX or immedi-
ately thereafter. Secular buildings of Stratum VIII were
built directly on top of the buried temple. The sanctuary
was not burnt in the course of the conflagration which

struction. Further, the pottery in Strata XII and XI resembles
each other “very closely”—O. Zimhoni, Tef Aviv 12 (1985):
86; A. Mazar and E. Netzer, BASOR 263 (1986): 87-91—and
the pottery of bath strata resemble that of Lachish TV,

The lack of a destruction level to end Stratum XII and the
similarity of pottery in the twa strata suggest that the commu-
nity of Stratum XII erected the fortress of the succeeding oc-
cupational stage-—2Z. Herzog, “Arad; Iron Age Period,” Oxford
Encyclopedia of the Ancient Near East, Vaol. 1, L74-76, esp.
174. Stratum XI was destroyed in a violent conflagration {mis-
takenly stated as Stratumn X in OEANE, L74; but see Herzog,
Arad Fartress, 136, 155-66). In my opinion, it was this stra-
tum which was destroyed by Sheshonq, and its destouction
should be dated to the tenth century. If the dates are lowered in
conformity with the views of Zimhoni and Finkelstein it will
require assuming that Sheshong did not destroy every site he
conquered, It will also require supplying another cause for the
destruction of level XL

73 pace D. Ussishkin, “The Date of the Judaean Shrine at
Arad,” IEJ 38 (1988): 142-57, who noticed that the temple was
built aver fill layers that cover a water channel. He assumes
that this water channel built beneath the shrine had no roof, so
that the shrine could only have been built after the channel
went out of use. He therefore dates the shrine to Stratum VII.
In fact, the tunnel system under the shrine cansisted of two
stories. The lower served to bring water into an underground
reservoir in the center of the fort; the upper channel served as
an escape route for the soldiers in the case of siege. Both tupn-
nels were roafed with smooth stones (Herzog, Arad Fortress,
166). The battom of the water channel is aver three meters be-
low the foundations of the temple walls, so that the narrow
channel could have been hewn into the bedrock as a tunnel at
any time, imespective of the period of the temple. More impor-
tanily, the floor levels of Stratum VII are about 2.5 meters
above the temple’s floor, and the pottery found on the temple’s
floor and in its immediately neighboring structures is definitely
eatlier than Stratum VII. The temple and the escape tunnel col-
lapsed into the water channel at a later period, after the temple
had gone out of use, perhaps after the site as a whole had been
abandoned, leading to Ussishkin's perception that the temple
had been built on fill (Z. Herzog, personal communication).
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destroyed the Stratum I[X tell. Herzog suggests two pos-
sibilities: 1) the sanctuary was buried prior to the de-
struction in order to defend and safeguard its sacred
status in the face of enemy attack; or 2) the sanctuary
was buried after having survived the destruction which
destroyed the tell. In this case, the dismantling would
have been to preserve the sanctuary until the city could
be rebuilt. The decision taken in Stratum VIIL not to
rebuild the sanctuary and to place secular buildings
directly over it was due to the reforms of Hezekiah.™
Herzog prefers the latter option.

However, the fact that the temple complex showed no
signs of fire indicates that it must have been buried prior
to the conflagration which ended Stratum IX, rather than
after it in Stratum VIIL The first of Herzog’s two options
is the only one possible: it was buried to protect its
sacred character prior to enemy attack. Contrary to his
Table of Strata,” his text mentions no destruction for
Stratum VIII—only for Stratum IX. It was Stratum IX
which was destroyed by Sennacherib, not Stratum VIII.
The temple continued in use, with periods of remodel-
ing, until it was buried just prior to Sennacherib’s attack
which destroyed Stratum I[X.

The fortress and town of Arad were rebuilt in Stratum
VIIL. New secular buildings were built over the site of
the sanctuary during the first days of Stratum VIIL. The
site continued to be occupied with no further destruction
levels into the seventh and sixth centuries. The temple
itself was not rebuilt after its dismantling.

Beer Sheba

During the 1973 season at Tel Beer Sheba a large
harned altar was discovered, but not in sife.’ Rather, its
stones were found in a repaired wall of a storehouse
complex of Stratum II. The four horns of the altar were
arranged one beside the other, three intact and one with
its top knocked off. They are undoubtedly altar horns. In
the last season of excavations at Tel Beet Sheba, four
new stones were found belonging to the upper layer of
the alcar, between the harns. These four stones showed
traces of fire, suggesting to the excavator that animal
flesh or fat had been bumed upon them.”? According to
the excavators, the altar had been built during Stratum

™ Herzog, Arad Fortress, 202-3. 79 Ibid., 136,

76 ¥, Ahaconi, “The Homed Altar of Beer-Sheba,” BA 37
(1974): 2-6.

7T Z. Herzog, Beth Mikra 72 (1977): 177-82; contra Y. Ya-
din, “Beer-Sheba: The High Place Destrayed by King Tosiah,”
BASOR 222 (1976): 3-17. Herzog (personal communication)
suggests that an iron gate was used on the altar.

III or before and dismantled during Stratum II. Stra-
tum [I was destroyed in a huge conflagration which the
excavators assign to Sennacherib (701)."® The excava-
tors attribute the altar’s dismantling and its use in the
storehouse wall to Hezekiah’s reform. They date the
dismantling between the time that Hezekiah ascended
the throne and Sennacherib’s campaign. All that can be
determined archacologically, however, is that the sec-
ondary use of the altar stones occurred hefore the de-
struction of the wall in 701, sometime during the life of
Stratum IL

Is it possible to date Stratum I1? According to the
excavators, Stratum IV was destroyed no later than the
early part of the ninth century. Strata TIT and II are dif-
ficult to distinguish, since there is no destruction layer
between them. In most places the same floor was used,
and much of the pottery is indistingnishable in the two
strata. One should not speak of two separate strata, I1I
and II, but rather of a single stratum (Stratum TILII)
which lasted about 160 years. The pottery in this stratum
is virtually indistinguishable from that of Level ITI at
Lachish.™ It was sometime during this single historical
period that the storehouse wall was repaired with the
altar stones. Assigning the destruction of this stratum to
Sennacherib in 701 is reasonable, but does not deter-
mine the time of the wall repair. It does not allow the
repair to be dated precisely to the fourteen years before
its destruction. Moreover, if the secondary use of these
altar stones was indeed part of a reform as the excava-
tors suggest, it is curious that the stones were so jrrev-
erently treated. The very excavators who attribute the
careful burying of the bamdh at Arad to the reforms of
Hezekiah attribute to these same reforms the use of a
similar altar as bricks for a storehouse wall! It is not
likely that stones which had been used as part of an altar
to YHWH would be treated so unceremoniously. It may
be that the altar broke apart during first use and had be-
come profane. Gadegaard argues that the altars at Arad
and Beer Sheba could not sustain a fire hot enough or

By Aharoni, “The Sitratification of the Site,” in Beer-
Sheba [: Excavations at Tel Beer Sheba, 1969-1971 Seasons,
ed. Y. Aharoni (Tel Aviv: [nstitute of Archaeology, Tel Aviv
Univ., 1973), 4-8; Z. Herzog, A. Rainey, Sh. Moshkovitz, “The
Stratigraphy at Beer-Sheba and the Location of the Sanctuary,”
BASOR 225 (1977): 49-38; A. Rainey, “Hezekiah's Reform
and the Altars at Beer-Sheba and Arad,” in Scripture and
Other Artifaces: Essays on the Bible and Archaeology in
Honar of Philip J. King, ed. M. C. Coogan, 1. C. Exum, and
L. E. Stager (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1994),
333-54.

™ Aharoni, Beer-Sheba I, 5.
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long enough to consume a sheep or goat without break-
ing apart.®

The existence of these altar pieces does indicate that
altars were built prior to the destruction of Stramum II. In
fact, two incense altars were found in sitw in this stra-
tum. They were found in Locus 442, a room of House
430, suggesting that House 430 may have been used as
a shrine room or cult site.?' Yadin appears not to have
known ahout the incense altars, since he makes no men-
tion of them, but this is the very house posited by him
to he a cult site on other grounds.® The location of
House 430 near the gate and among public buildings
suggests that it may have heen used as a public shrine or
temple.** The four-horned altar was too large to fit in-
side House 430,% but if it was a sacrificial altar, it would
have been used outside in a courtyard as at Arad, and its
size would have been irrelevant. A courtyard in front of
the eastern entrance of the honse and just inside and to
the left of the city gate would be an appropriate place
for the magnificent altar. The presence of the incense al-
tars in the house—found in situ—suggests that a cult
site functioned at Beer Sheba until the destruction of the
stratum in 701.

During the seventh and sixth centuries, Tel Beer Sheba
was poorly populated, with no monumental public build-
ings and no evidence of cultic activity. Two more in-
cense stands were found on the site, but these were
Persian.®

Tel Halif

Oded Borowski reports a shrine room in a four-room
house among the remains of Stratum VIB in Field IV of
Tel Halif, a site south of Lachish and relatively close
te Beer Sheba and Arad.® The shrine room occnpied
the ground floor of the rear broad-room of the house.
According to the excavator, the original domestic house
had been remodeled to be used as a shrine. The room

8N H Gadegaard, “On the So-Called Burnt Offering Altar
in the Old Testament,” FECG 110 (1978} 35-45. He argues
they were ordinarily not used for burning the animal, but for
exposing it and spilling its blood.

8l Stern, “Limestone [ncense Altars.” in Beer-Sheba I, 52-53.

82 yadin, “Beer-Sheba: The High Place, 5-17.

0, Borowski, “Hezekiah's Reforms and the Revolt against
Assyria,” BA 58 (1995): 148-55.

84 Herzog, Rainey, Moshkovitz, BASOR 225 (1977): 49-38.

85 Stern, Beer-Sheba I, 52-53.

8 Rorowski, BA 58 (1995): 148-35; P. Jacobs and O. Borow-
ski, “Tel Halif, 1992 IEJ 43 (1993}): 66-70.

contajned several cultic artifacts: a white-painted, molded
head of a female pillar figurine and a ceramic fene-
strated incense stand with a broad bell-shaped base.
Next to the incense stand were two smooth rectangular,
carved limestone blocks. These may have been massé-
bdt, and may have held bowls for incense. The house-
shrine continued in use until the stratum was destroyed

- in a military defeat, attributed to Sennacherib in 701.

These four are the only cult sites known from Iron
Age I Judah out of the dozens of cities, towns, and vil-
lages that have been excavated. Except for Arad, each
continued in use until its destruction by Sennacherib.
Arad was dismantled prior to Sennacherib’s attack. None
was rebuilt.

Kuniiller Afrud

A fifth site, Kuntillet Ajrud, is often assumed to be a
bdmdkh, but no altars, incense burners, or massébdr have
been found there.?? The site most likely functioned as a
way station, a caravansary, where travelers came, rested,
ate, and made votive offerings before continuing on. It
went out of use by the middle of the eighth century.

Vered Jericho®®

Avraham Eitan, its excavator, considers the fortress of
Vered Jericho to have been a cult site.’ Yet, there is
little to warrant this designation. There are no altars—
either incense or sacrificial. There are no cultic utensils,
no massebah, no material of any sort to suggest a cult
site. It was simply a well-defended two-family house;
Stern suggests that it was a “small regional military or
adminitrative fortified center?

Jerusalem Cave |

Jerusalem Cave 1 is a man-made cave cut into the
rack on the eastern slope of the City of David.?! Al-

8 pace W. Dever, “Asherah, Congort of Yahweh? New Evi-
dence from Kuntillet “Ajrud,” BASOR 255 (1984): 21-37.

% | thank Y. Nadelman for calling this site to my attention.

8y Shanks, “Antiquities Director Confronts Problems
and Controversies: BAR [nterviews Avraham FEitan* BAR 12
{1986): 30-38; A. Eitan, “Rare Sword of the Israelite Period
Found at Vered Tericha,” fsrael Museum Journal 12 (1994):
61-64.
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! The discussion is based on K. Kenyon, Digging Up Jeru-
salem (London: Ernest Benn Limited, 1974), 130-43; H. I.



















































